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This commentary reviews the factors that led to the emergence of the Save Darfur movement 2 before considering its achievements, and assessing critiques including Mamdani's claim that Save Darfur constitutes the 'humanitarian face of the War on Terror' and is therefore 'a slogan that masks a big power agenda to recolonize Africa'.
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Darfur has become the test case of the 'responsibility to protect' -R2P -doctrine, the idea that the 'international community' has a duty to intervene to prevent and stop mass atrocities.
4 R2P is an ambitious plan for a new world order in which sovereignty is no longer an argument against external intervention for humanitarian purposes. It follows that the international response to the Darfur conflict has been more concerned with the global project to promote R2P than with the local realities of Darfur and the imperative of peacemaking on the ground. This does not, however, mean that Save Darfur and the so-called 'international community' -which is really an amalgam of Western powers and non-governmental groups who share a diffuse ideology based on liberal values -want to project power and take control of Sudan, or Africa for that matter. Rather, it seeks to project norms and promote a world order in which values trump power. While the consequences may be equally problematic, the motivation is different.
Founding Save Darfur
Save Darfur emerged as a movement in the summer of 2004, more than one year after the conflict in Darfur reached a point of no return. Within a few months, Save Darfur became very influential within the US, which begs the question of why a strategically unimportant region in Africa has become a foremost foreign policy issue. I argue that the Save Darfur movement benefited from four factors: a compelling cause, a favourable domestic political context, determined and savvy leadership, and significant movement magnifiers. First, the narrative that advocates have created is of Darfur as a place of good and evil, victims and perpetrators, villains and heroes: the evil Sudanese government mobilized vicious 'Arab' tribal militias and induced them to commit genocide against innocent 'African' victims. The heroes of this tragedy are Western aid workers, human rights activists, and the advocates themselves who courageously save lives and speak out against the atrocities. The forces of evil still run havoc and in order to save the victims, who have little agency of their own, Western military intervention is needed. This description is a caricature, but it captures the essence of the activists' framing of the Darfur conflict.
5 As a cause therefore, Darfur was Third, the leaders of the Save Darfur movement operated very skilfully, maximizing the impact of their work through coalition building. They created a movement, whose cause was sufficiently vague and non-menacing to allow it to become a catch-all for various civil society groups. They managed to tap into traditional Christian advocacy for Sudan, Jewish preoccupation with genocide, human rights groups' support for international criminal justice, the conflict resolution community's enthusiasm for R2P, student idealism, and the philanthropic impulse of celebrities. Finally, the Save Darfur movement was magnified by technology and an efficient management model. Internet sites and e-mail lists were Save Darfur's primary mobilizing tools, allowing for a highly efficient use of resources. Students proved particularly adept in this regard. 7 Equally conducive was the decentralized management of the movement: apart from a loose association within the Save Darfur Coalition, there are no central coordinating structures, allowing for maximum flexibility as well as pragmatic adaptation of the cause to the concerns of particular constituencies. The Save Darfur movement emerged in the US, but later spread and gained significant momentum in Europe, in particular France and the UK.
Taking stock of Save Darfur's achievements
The persistent lobbying of the Save Darfur movement has led governments and international organizations to react to the crisis in ways that go beyond typical policy responses to conflicts in Africa. In what follows, I consider different dimension of the response to the Darfur conflict shaped by the Save Darfur movement: rhetorical, political, military, legal, and humanitarian. Manifestly, the movement cannot be credited (or blamed) for all responses. However, Save Darfur has been instrumental in explaining the scale as well as the form of the response to the conflict. Save Darfur has been most successful in affecting the rhetoric of governments, the most spectacular achievement being former Save Darfur not only influenced the rhetoric of policy makers, but accomplished real policy change, in particular in the US. The Sudan Divestment campaign, spearheaded by student activists, was very successful, akin to the anti-apartheid campaign targeting South Africa in the 1980s. Of particular note was the unanimous passage in both houses of the US Congress of the 2007 Sudan Accountability and Divestment Act, which required companies applying for US government contracts to prove that they were not conducting business in Sudan. 9 The pressure was effective at the executive level as well: in 2007, President Bush announced sanctions against highranking officials of the Sudanese government and companies operating in Sudan. 10 In Europe, the results were less tangible, but the Darfur advocacy triggered various diplomatic initiatives by European governments seeking to put pressure on the Sudanese government. Save Darfur also targeted China, Sudan's most important international ally. Under the banner of the 'Genocide Olympics', a campaign was mounted to chastise the Chinese government for its political support and economic relations with Sudan.
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Though resentful of the moralizing discourse of the West, China nevertheless responded to the campaign pressure with some policy changes, notably appointing a special envoy and dropping its initial resistance to a robust UN peacekeeping mission in Darfur.
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From the outset, the Save Darfur movement has advocated for a military intervention to protect civilians in Darfur. Early on, some activists demanded a full-fledged, non-consensual intervention by NATO like that undertaken in Kosovo in 1999, 13 but these claims were soon largely abandoned -a nuance that Mamdani ignores. Instead, Save Darfur advocated the deployment of a large peacekeeping mission to protect civilians 14 At the same time, European countries led by France's activist foreign minister Bernard Kouchner, decided to set up a peacekeeping force -EUFOR -across the border in Eastern Chad. 15 Another dimension of Save Darfur's achievements pertains to international criminal justice. In March 2005, after intense lobbying to overcome US resistance, the UN Security Council referred the situation in Darfur to the ICC. 16 Save Darfur was central in this endeavour and it is clear that had it not been for their mobilization, the referral would not have happened. One final achievement of Save Darfur pertains to the humanitarian response in Darfur. With over 10,000 humanitarian workers and one hundred relief agencies, Darfur is home to the world's largest humanitarian operation. 17 The attention generated by Save Darfur undoubtedly contributes to sustaining this operation.
The international response to the Darfur crisis demonstrates that transnational non-state actors promoting a normative project can play a significant role in international affairs. A careful examination of the underlying concepts and assumptions of the Save Darfur movement reveals three general features of Save Darfur's strategy which deserve attention. First, Save Darfur focuses on external intervention to solve the conflict in Darfur, rather than on domestic processes. This reflects an assumption of R2P, namely that when a certain level of violence is reached, international actors must step in and provide protection to the most vulnerable. There is therefore a tendency to portray people affected by conflict as helpless victims, who need to be saved from the outside -hence the name Save Darfur. What this approach neglects, as Mamdani rightly points out, is the recent experience of Afghanistan and Iraq, where foreign interventions led to protracted crises with high levels of violence. 18 Second, Save Darfur activists generally favour military over political strategies to solve the conflict in Darfur. The lesson they learned from the Rwandan genocide is that delaying intervention or deferring to diplomacy, will leave many dead. 19 Thus, it is not surprising that peace negotiations between the Sudanese government and the Darfur rebel movements have not been a priority for Darfur activists. They are not opposed to peacemaking, but Save Darfur's strong insistence on intervention can crowd out political conflict resolution strategies. In that sense, Mamdani is right that Save Darfur is not a peace movement, although his claim that Darfur student activists are 'child soldiers' for their support of war is exaggerated. 20 Third, Save Darfur has opted for confrontational policies targeting the Sudanese government. For most Darfur activists, the Sudanese government bears overwhelming responsibility for armed conflict in Darfur and other parts of Sudan. Indeed, their anti-Khartoum stance connects Darfur activists with Christian groups concerned about Southern Sudan. The strategy of Save Darfur consists of putting diplomatic, economic and moral pressure on the Sudanese government and its allies, especially China, in order to raise the costs of their policies. However, Save Darfur's focus on the Sudanese government tends to neglect the responsibility of other actors, such as rebel movements, former colonial powers, or neighbouring countries. 21 Also, confrontation may not be the best strategy to change the Sudanese government's policies; engagement and compromise may be more effective, as the North-South peace process demonstrated.
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Critiquing Save Darfur
With influence comes responsibility. As Save Darfur grew as a movement, its activism was increasingly scrutinized. The camp of sweeping critics is led by Mamdani. For him, Save Darfur is a wolf in sheep's clothing, concealing its geopolitical agenda in compelling moral and humanitarian arguments.
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Save Darfur is thus a modern version of nineteenth-century colonialism, as European powers invoked a noble mission civilisatrice to justify the subjugation of Africa. A more moderate and convincing critique is marshalled by Alex de Waal: he grants that Save Darfur activists are well-intentioned and that a movement to prevent conflict in Africa is in and of itself a good thing. However, he maintains that the problem with Save Darfur is their projection of moralistic simplicities without regard for negative side-effects on the ground. 24 While putting forward different interpretations of the motivation of Save Darfur, critics more or less agree that advocacy efforts do have perverse effects. In what follows, I discuss four key negative effects pertaining to Save Darfur's framing of the Darfur conflict and its remedies. First, Darfur advocates have framed the conflict as a genocide committed by 'Arabs' against 'Africans', implying that the conflict is caused by the cultural incompatibility of these groups. However, the causes of the Darfur conflict are multifaceted and include unequal distribution of land, ecological degradation, Darfur's marginalized place in the Sudanese state and nation, and the destructive influence of regional and international powers. 25 The Arab vs African narrative brushes over such complexity. Also, the Darfur conflict did not manifest itself as a total ethnic war, as many Arab tribes fought each other or remained neutral -the Southern Rizeigat in South Darfur, for example. 26 By perpetuating the Arab vs African narrative, Save Darfur has not only simplified a complex conflict, but they may have contributed to entrenching antagonistic identities, as victims have increasingly referred to genocide as a frame for their suffering.
Second, Darfur advocates have framed the conflict by assigning fixed ethnic labels: Arabs are perpetrators, who need to be punished, while Africans are victims in need of protection. 27 The danger of this narrative is that it fosters neglect of reverse categories, such as 'African perpetrators' and 'Arab victims'. Julie Flint, for example, contends that the voices of Arabs are largely sidelined in the peace process, although their inclusion is crucial to achieving peace in Darfur. 28 Moreover, it is not so surprising that the crimes committed by non-Arab rebel groups have not generated as much attention as the atrocities authored by the Sudanese government and its Janjaweed allies, although the recent ICC charges against three rebel leaders are encouraging counter-examples. 29 According to Mamdani, Save Darfur has contributed to demonizing Arabs in Darfur, although paradoxically, Arab marginalization constitutes one of the historic root causes of the conflict. Third, Save Darfur's insistence on humanitarian intervention has distorted the expectations of Darfur rebel movements. During the Abuja peace negotiations it fostered maximalist positions, allowing the rebels to hide behind the prospect of foreign military intervention, without seriously working on a political settlement. Abdelwahid al-Nur, for example, alluding to NATO's intervention in the Balkans, told the mediators that he would only sign a peace agreement if he got 'a guarantee for implementation like in Bosnia'. 30 The insistence of advocacy groups on peace enforcement has likewise made the deployment of a UN peacekeeping force the first priority of the US and other states. 31 This in turn led to the use of 'deadline diplomacy' to bring the Abuja talks to a premature end, depriving the parties of their ownership of the process and producing a peace agreement that lacked popular support and failed to be signed by all rebel factions. 32 Finally, Darfur advocates have contributed to the de-politicization of conflict intervention by fostering a simplified understanding of armed conflict in Africa as a story of evil villains and heroic saviours, of innocent victims and guilty perpetrators. Armed conflict is no longer the outcome of social processes growing out of a complex history, but rather a stage for the projection of evil. External interventions to 'manage' conflict thus become virtuous efforts to fight evil, instead of politically motivated and potentially problematic intrusions. Julie Flint eloquently remarked about Darfur advocates: 'For them, Darfur is not a place with a complex history; it's a moral high ground.' 33 
Conclusion: making sense of Save Darfur
The biggest predicament of the Save Darfur movement is its disconnection with the realities on the ground. Save Darfur emerged as a movement in late 2004, promising to stop genocide at a time when the violence was diminishing and the humanitarian situation in Darfur was stabilizing. Their projection of 'an outdated script' 34 on a complex reality has had negative side-effects, the most important of which was the international community's lack of focus on peace negotiations. Nevertheless, Mamdani's assertion that Save Darfur is a project to re-colonize Africa and demonize Arabs does not seem plausible. Activists are generally critical of the US government, denouncing in particular its collaboration with the Sudanese government in anti-terrorist matters. Moreover, the Save Darfur movement consists of many groups that have been overwhelmingly critical of US policy in the Middle East, including the war in Iraq, in particular NGOs based in Europe. A few right-wing Bush-supporters are not enough to turn a movement into a US government vanguard.
As a test case for the emerging norm of the responsibility to protect, Darfur exemplifies the perils of blindly projecting liberal norms on a complicated world. Its premise is that in the face of large-scale atrocities, passivism is tantamount to moral bankruptcy and that action is required to prevent and stop large-scale violence. The challenge is, in the words of Samantha Power, to transform people from 'bystanders' in the face of genocide (as in Rwanda) to 'upstanders' mobilizing for intervention to stop genocide. 35 Many Save Darfur advocates see themselves as part of a bigger project: to build a permanent constituency to end crimes against humanity and genocide. In that sense, Darfur is more about 'us' than about 'them'; it is more about promoting liberal norms pertaining to R2P than about actually ending the conflict and making peace in Darfur. Self-interest is not as such Save Darfur's predicament. However, their projection of a 'humanitarian fundamentalism' and 'conflict response by analogy' ignores realities on the ground. What seems to be most lacking from the Save Darfur repertoire is a pragmatic assessment of their actions in order to prevent good intentions from doing harm. 
